When Albert Somit and Joseph Tanenhaus sought to determine which political scientists have made the most substantial contributions to the discipline, they used a reputational technique. Somit and Tanenhaus asked a systematically-drawn sample of political scientists, "In your judgment, which political scientists have made the most significant contributions to the discipline from 1900-1945? from 1945 to the present [1963] ?" 1 Walter Roettger replicated and updated that study in 1978 and found remarkable stability over time in rankings by reputation.
2
Using reputation as a surrogate measure for actual contribution to the discipline has its drawbacks, as Somit and tanenhaus were well aware.
3 For example, subfield specialists will tend to select scholars in their own subfields as having made the most significant contributions. In addition, the concept of reputed "significant contribution" suffers from the same weakness as the concept of reputed "power." That is, an official or scholar within the profession may have a reputation of having made a substantial contribution and yet he or she may have had very little influence in fact. have influenced the thinking and work of political scientists the most.
This alternative technique was applied by using as a source of data the Social Science Citation index which lists each year virtually all the citations in social science literature. For example, the 1979 volume covers 1,478 journals and gives selective coverage to 2,858 additional journals which may have been of some tangential interest to social scientists. 4 Using previous research as a base, 32 post-World War II scholars were identified as having been "significant contributors" by reputation. Thirteen additional names of recent presidents of APSA, not mentioned by reputation in past studies as significant contributors, were added to this basic list of 32. Citations of these 45 scholars were then counted, and the scholars were ranked according to the number of times their names were cited between 1970-79 (see accompanying  table) . Finally, the reputational ranking of the previous research of Roettger was compared with the ranking by citation. time periods to which the two techniques were applied are not exactly the same. Nevertheless, Roettger found considerable stability over time among those reputed to be the top scholars, 5 and thus it is probable that part of the difference in rankings is in fact due to the difference in the two methods. In other words, the reputational technique seems to produce a somewhat different array of scholars from the technique of counting citations.
The results of this research suggest that there is more than one way to determine which scholars have made the most significant contributions to the profession. As Somit and Tanenhaus pointed out, there are a number of different ways scholars can have an impact on their colleagues. The reputational method probably taps a number of these ways, while the method of counting citations identifies a specific type of contribution. "We've come to a sea change, a fundamental change in our social, economic, and political organization," Marshall said in his address on "The Sunbelt in Transition: The Impact of Economic Trends." Two sources of this change are the internationalization of the American economy and the communications revolution.
Because of the rapid technological change in communications, local information monopolies have been broken, people's values have changed, and the work force is being decentralized, according to Marshall.
